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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published 
under section 122(b), by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international 
application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the 
effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the 
United States only if the international application designated the United 
. States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English 
language . 

2. Claims 1,2,5, and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Christiansen et al. (U.S. Patent No. 

5,983,302 hereinafter "Christiansen"). 

3. Referring to claim 1, Christiansen teaches a method of bus 
priority arbitration driven by data used in a bus system that 
comprises a bus and a plurality of masters connected to the bus, 
wherein each master can output a request for a grant to use the 
bus, the method comprising: 

sequentially responding to the request of each master 
according to a predefined orderly rotation (see lines 34-56 of 
column 5) ; 
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stopping a response to the requests of the masters 
according to the predefined orderly when data for one of the 
masters is ready (see lines 27-37 of column 6) ; 

attributing highest priority to the master which the data 
is ready for the grant to use the bus (see lines 27-37 of column 
6) ; 

performing the data transfer using the bus (see lines 27-37 
of column 6) ; and 

resuming a response to the requests of the masters 
according to the predefined orderly rotation (see lines 38-49 of 
column 6) . 

4. Referring to claim 2, Christiansen teaches the bus is a 
peripheral component interconnect (PCI) bus (see item labeled 12 
in figure 1) * 

5. Referring to claim 5, Christiansen. teaches the step pf 
resuming the response to the requests of the masters according 
to the predefined orderly rotation is performed from the master 
which request evaluation has been stopped (see lines 46-59 of 
column 7) . 
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6. Referring to claim 6, Christiansen teaches the steps of 
resuming the response to the requests of the masters according 
to the predefined orderly rotation is performed from the master 
which data transfer has been performed (see lines 46-59 of 
column 7) . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8- Claims 3,4, and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Christiansen in view of Bennett (U.S. 
Patent No. 6, 697, 904) . 

9. Referring to claim 3, Christiansen fails to teach the steps 
of responding to the requests of the masters and attributing the 
highest priority to the master are performed by a host bridge. 

Christiansen, however does teach a host bridge (see item 16 
in figure 1) and further teaches the arbitration logic can be 
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included within any module in the system (see lines 17-33 of 
column 5) . 

Bennett teaches in an analogous system, the arbitration 
logic, located within the host bridge (see item 57 in figure 5) . 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the applicant's invention to modify the 
method of Christiansen with the above teachings of Bennett. One 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention would have been motivated to make such modification 
because Christiansen teaches the arbitration logic can be within 
any module in the system and Bennett teaches that arbitration 
logic is conventionally located within a host bridge (see 
paragraph bridging columns 2 and 3) . 

10. Referring to claim 4, Christiansen teaches stopping the 
response to the requests of the masters is carried out by 
outputtihg a stop signal (see lines 27-37 of column 6; note the 

"ARBcrit" signal is a stop signal) . 

11. Referring to claim 7, Christiansen teaches a peripheral 
device interconnect structure comprising: 

a bus (see item 12 in figure 1) ; 
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a plurality of peripheral devices connected to the bus, 
each of the peripheral devices embedding a master (see items 24 
and 26 in figure 1 and lines 34-45 of column 4) ; 

a host bridge connected to the bus (see item 16 in figure 
1) ; and 

arbitration logic operable to: 

respond to a plurality of requests from each of the masters 
according to a predefined orderly rotation (see lines 34-56 of 
column 5) ; 

receive information indicating that a data transfer for one 
of the master is ready (see lines 27-37 of column 6) ; and 

stop responding . to the requests from each of the masters 
according to the predefined orderly rotation when receiving 
information indicating that a data for one of the peripheral 
devices is ready in order to attribute the highest priority to 
the peripheral device for granting use of the bus (see lines 27- 
37 of column 6) . 

Christiansen fails to teach the arbitration logic is within 
the host bridge connected to the bus, however Christiansen does 
teach the arbitration logic can be included within any module in 
the system (see lines 17-33 of column 5) . 

Bennett teaches in an analogous system, the arbitration 
logic, located within the host bridge (see item 57 in figure 5) . 



Application/Control Number: 09/922,092 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2182 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the applicant's invention to modify the 
method of Christiansen with the above teachings of Bennett. One 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention would have been motivated to make such modification 
because Christiansen teaches the arbitration logic can be within 
any module in the system and Bennett teaches that arbitration 
logic is conventionally located within a host bridge (see 
paragraph bridging columns 2 and 3) . 

12. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Christiansen in view of Bennett as applied to 
claim 7 above, and further in view of Rossum (U.S. Patent No. 
6,622,207) . 

13. Referring to claim 8, the combination of Christiansen and 
Bennett fails to teach the host bridge is connected to a data 
storage device from which the host bridge receives information 
indicating that a data transfer is ready. 

Rossum teaches, in an analogous system, receiving 
information indicating that a data transfer is ready from a 
storage device (see lines 23-45 of column 18) . 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the applicant's invention to modify the 
combination of Christiansen and Bennett with the above teachings 
of Rossum. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention would have been motivated to make such 
modification in order to make better use of bus requests to 
ensure unneeded data is not fetched as suggested by Rossum (see 
lines 31-39 of column 3) . 

Response to Arguments 

14, Applicant's arguments filed 1/13/2008 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive- The applicant argues 
with respect to claim 1: 

1) "Only the Video input DMA controller can be assigned 
with higher priority by implementing the arbitration critical 
line 32. This mechanism is different from the present 
invention. It should be noted that, only the master with the 
arbitration critical line 32 can have higher priority, while the 
other are treated as equal priority. Applicant respectfully 
disagrees that the Office Action refers to col. 6, lines 27-37 
about the disclosure on the attributing the highest priority, as 
stated in Page 3 of the Office Action (see second full paragraph 
of applicant's remarks). " 
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15. As per argument 1, the Examiner disagrees. Christiansen 
teaches each and every limitation of claim 1. Christiansen 
teaches a method of bus priority bus arbitration driven by data 
used in a bus system that comprises a bus and a plurality of 
masters connected to the bus, wherein each master can output a 
request for a grant to use the bus (see lines 34-45 of column 4, 
wherein Christiansen teaches a plurality of bus masters 
connected to a bus that can request a grant to access the bus) . 
Christiansen teaches the method comprises "sequentially 
responding to the request of each master according to a 
predefined orderly rotation (emphasis added)". Christiansen 
teaches this limitation at column 5, lines 47-56, wherein 
Christiansen teaches all of the devices of a first priority are 
awarded access to the bus based on a round-robin arbitration 
scheme, which is a sequential predefined orderly rotation. 
Christiansen further teaches at column 8, line 39-49, the device 
of a second priority can be rewarded access based on the equal 
arbitration scheme as well, therefore Christiansen clearly and 
explicitly teaches the limitation of "sequentially responding to 
the request of each master according to a predefined orderly 
rotation, ff as required by claim 1. Christiansen also teaches 
the limitations of "stopping a response to the requests of the 
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masters according to the predefined orderly rotation when a data 
for one of the masters is ready (emphasis added)", "attributing 
highest priority to the master which the data is ready for the 
grant to use the bus", "performing the data transfer using the 
bus" and "resuming a response to the requests of the masters 
according to the predefined orderly rotation." At column 6, 
line 27-37, Christiansen clearly and explicitly teaches, that 
when one of the masters (i.e. the master of the second priority, 
emphasis added) asserts an ARBcrit signal indicating a request 
for immediate access to the bus it is granted access to use the 
bus, without regard to the equal access arbitration scheme. At 
column 7, lines 46-59, Christiansen teaches that after the 
device of the second priority if finished with its transfer 
operations, the system returns to the equal arbitration scheme 
where it left off. These citations show that Christiansen 
teaches each and every limitation of claim 1. 

16. It appears that the applicant is arguing that in the 
invention of Christiansen, only one master can be granted access 
based on a higher priority, however that is all that is required 
by the claim 1. There is no limitation in any of the claims 
that requires any one of the masters to be granted access based 
on a higher priority. 
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Conclusion 

17. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL . Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action 
is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS 
of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action 
is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened 
statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will 
expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated 
from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Eron J 
Sorrell whose telephone number is 571 272-4160. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9:00AM - 5:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Jeffrey A Gaff in can be 
reached on 571 272-4146. The fax phone number for the 
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organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . 



EJS 

February 4, 2 005 
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